Notwithstanding the numerous studies about classical temperature and pressure equilibrium of mixed gas hydrates, few provide hydrate composition and volume at local and final equilibrium under batch conditions. Therefore, required new phase equilibrium data for mixed gas hydrates including CO 2 -C 3 H 8 , C 2 H 6 -nC 4 H 10 , CH 4 -nC 4 H 10 , CO 2 -C 2 H 6 -C 3 H 8 , CH 4 -C 2 H 6 -nC 4 H 10 and CH 4 -C 2 H 6 -C 3 H 8 -nC 4 H 10 are presented in this paper. Moreover, results contain hydrate phase properties such as hydrate volume and density, storage capacity, water conversion and guest composition in all phases (vapor, liquid and hydrate). Importantly, effect of crystallization rate on final state has been evaluated. Finally the experimental results were compared to the thermodynamic model of van der Waals and Platteeuw to investigate kinetic effects.
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Gas hydrates are crystalline solids that contain gas molecules in its molecular cages. Depending on the size and nature of the gases, there are three different well-known structures, cubic I, cubic II and hexagonal H [1] .
There have been numerous studies about gas hydrates over the past decades because they represent critical pipeline blockage risk for the oil and gas industries as well as present severe safety and environmental hazards [2] [3] [4] [5] . Moreover, an enormous amount of methane stored in the form of hydrates in permafrost and deep-sea deposits that theoretically offer a source of energy [6] [7] [8] [9] . Additionally, there are several technological applications under development for gas hydrates such as natural gas storage and transportation, separation processes and water desalination [10] [11] [12] [13] [14] [15] . Hence, more experimental data and consequently extended modeling approaches are needed to achieve a better fundamental understanding of the thermodynamics and crystallization mechanisms of gas hydrates.
A considerable body of research on the clathrate hydrates in the past studied the characterizations and thermodynamic conditions of gas hydrates by different experimental procedures and apparatuses. They have already been reviewed by Sloan and Koh [1] and Khan et al [16] . Nevertheless, there still exist a few important factors that rest unexplored due to measurement difficulties or experimental limitations of that time. Some like guest composition in hydrate phase and volume of hydrate are now of great importance. They play vital roles in applications which can accurately determining the quantity of gas hydrate during and at the end of crystallization is essential [4] .
To clarify, several studies that deal with natural gas hydrates should be mentioned. Ng [17] measured the hydrate composition for six gas mixtures including methane, ethane, propane, isobutane, n-butane and carbon dioxide. The author used n-pentane as a tracer in his experiments to determine the guest composition in hydrate phase. Then, he modeled the hydrate composition results by van der Waals and Platteeuw approach and concluded, with some exceptions, that the model was capable of predicting hydrate composition. Kawasaki et al. [18] studied the guest content in hydrate phase from a gas mixture of methane, ethane, propane and iso-butane. Their procedure was based on removing the gas inside the reactor and dissociating the hydrate to measure the hydrate composition at two different temperatures, 1 and 3°C. The authors stated that all i-butane molecules concentrate in the hydrate phase regardless of the temperature. Sum et al. [19] utilized Raman spectrometry to study guest distribution in hydrate phase for CH 4 -CO 2 binary mixture. Subramanian et al. [20, 21] investigated the structural transition and hydrate composition of methane-ethane mixture based on Raman spectrometric and 13 C NMR measurements at six different vapor compositions. They reported that the structure of the mixed hydrates of methaneethane could change depending on the vapor composition.
Furthermore, concerns have been raised about the kinetic effects on clathrate hydrates formation and composition. Kvamme et al. [22] reported that mixed gas hydrates might not be theoretically reached at equilibrium by reassessing the Gibbs phase rule and the laws of thermodynamics. 3 According to their investigations based on coupling the classical thermodynamic and molecular dynamics simulations, they stated that crystallization occurs not only in the bulk, but also at interfaces in the system or gas phase. Consequently, the driving force could be different due to diverging chemical potentials. Therefore, the Gibbs phase rule could over-determine the thermodynamic equilibrium without considering existence of any unforeseen phases.
Before going any further, let us state that thermodynamic equilibrium is the most stable state, the one that minimizes free energy of the system. Therefore, we consider that the system can reach an equilibrium point (no longer any change in state parameters), without being at thermodynamic equilibrium, as stated by Kvamme et al. Thus, it is metastable.
Some evidence shows how a metastable system could evolve toward a most stable state, or stay as it is. For instance, there are several indications of structural transition or co-existence of different structures during the crystallization of mixed gas hydrates. Subramanian et al. [20, 21] and Uchida et al. [23] reported structural transition from sI to sII for methane-ethane mixture under certain range of vapor compositions. Schicks and Ripmeester [24] observed both sI and sII methane hydrate under moderate conditions. In addition, Herri et al. [25] and Peytavi et al. [26] experimentally investigated that the mass transfer limitation from gas to aqueous solution could hinder the crystallization process. Therefore, the guest composition in liquid phase appears mainly driven by kinetics. Hence, guest distribution in the hydrate phase should be affected during crystal growth. Murphy and Roberts [27] studied the fluid inclusion in CO 2 -rich gases and reported that there was not a single homogenous equilibrium clathrate composition. In fact, clathrates may form in different phases in the system with different compositions. Finally, they concluded that clathrate composition does not change quickly after crystallization. Salamatin et al. [28] studied mathematically the gas diffusion during gas replacement process by "hole-incage-wall" diffusive mechanism. They showed that gas exchange could be started by a rapid crystallization of a hydrate layer on the hydrate surface and then it can be continued by a much slower permeation process. Molecular dynamics simulation also support the idea that the hydrate structure that forms is not necessarily the most stable one, but the one that show the highest growth rate [29] [30] [31] [32] [33] . According to these studies, the question then arises, "Is thermodynamic equilibrium reached in short term processes?"
Our previous investigations on mixed hydrates showed this non-equilibrium phenomenon while comparing different crystallization rates [34, 35] . Some of these experiments have been simulated with a ''non-equilibrium flash model'' with some success [36] . 
Materials and procedures

Materials
Gases CO 2 , CH 4 , C 2 H 6 , C 3 H 8 and n-C 4 H 10 were provided by Air Products. Gas mixtures were prepared by injection of pure gases (from the less volatile to more volatile) and weighting the bottle after each injection. The bottle composition was calculated by the mass of each gas.
Deionized water was obtained through a water purifier from a cleansing system "Millipore". This system is equipped with a cartridge "Milli-Q®-AdvantageA10" which lowers the conductivity of the water to 0.055 −1 . The total organic carbon content was less than 5 ppb. Moreover, about 10 ppm of lithium was used in our experiments as a liquid tracer. The lithium solution was purchased from Merck. Since lithium does not participate in hydrate formation and also remains in solution, the volume of water converted to hydrate can be calculated by the concentration of lithium in the remaining liquid. Helium was also used as a carrier gas for chromatography analyses. This is supplied by Air Product. The materials used in this study are listed by details in Table 1 . 
Experimental set-up
A schematic of the experimental set-up is presented in Figure 1 . Two batch reactors with the same characteristics and specifications were utilized (except the inner volume, the first is 2.36 L and the second 2.23 L). Both are equipped with two sapphire windows which allow direct observation and they can resist pressure up to 100 bar. Agitation systems include vertical stirrers with two sets of blades. The top set of blades is in the gas phase and the bottom set in liquid. 
Experimental procedures
To evaluate effects of crystallization rate on the equilibrium condition at final state, both quick and slow crystallization were investigated. Quick crystallization evaluates the formation and dissociation of mixed gas hydrates at high initial supersaturation. Whereas at slow crystallization the aim is to neglect the kinetic effects as much possible. This means that we could be closer to the thermodynamic equilibrium condition which usually occurs in steady state processes. Several gas samples are taken and the molar composition of gas mixture is analyzed by GC. About 800-1000 mL of water (including 10 ppm Li + ) is then inserted into the cell via the HPLC pump. The temperature is set to 0-1°C and the agitation is started with about 6.6 Hz (400 rpm) rate. After a short period, about a day, the crystallization starts and as a result of hydrate formation, a pressure drop is observed. Then, we wait for the equilibrium (the stability of pressure and temperature). At this point, we take gas and liquid sample for analyses. The dissociation process is then initiated. The temperature is increased step by step. At each equilibrium step, gas and liquid samples are taken. This process is repeated until there is no more hydrate in the cell. The whole procedure takes about 25 days for each mixture.
Slow crystallization process
At the end of quick crystallization process, the amount of water samples taken is measured. The same amount of water is then replaced into the reactor to have almost the same initial pressure and temperature conditions. Pressure, temperature and guest compositions are analyzed to assure that the same initial conditions are going to be considered. At this point, slow crystallization procedure starts. However, instead of decreasing quickly the temperature is decreased very slowly (0.3°C per 12 hours and we wait to reach equilibrium at each temperature drop iteration). Gas and liquid samples are taken during and at the end of crystallization. In this case, the process takes about 60 days for each mixture as opposed to 30.
Material balance
At starting condition, where there is only gas in the reactor, the amount of gas can be calculated as follows:
where j is guest molecule, 0 indicates the initial condition, V R is volume of reactor, Z is compressibility factor, T and P stand for the gas temperature and pressure, respectively. The molar compositions of guest molecules at initial condition ( 0 ) were obtained from results of gas chromatography. ). According to the volume of water at equilibrium, and also Henry's law, the solubility of 7 the guest molecules in water, was then calculated (the second line in Figure 2 ). In the equations, 0 and stand for the density and molecular weight of water, respectively, fugacity coefficient of gas j and , ∞ is Henry's constant. Table 2 shows the A and B for several gases which have been used in the present work to calculate Henry's constant. By the mass of water converted to hydrate, the volume of hydrate was calculated based on theoretical density of structure I and II [1] . Then, volume of gas at equilibrium was obtained by subtracting the hydrate and liquid volumes from volume of reactor. Consequently, the mole number of guests in the gas phase was calculated with the equation 6 in Figure 2 .
The amount of gas molecules in hydrate phase was calculated based on the mass balance at initial state and amount of guest in gas and liquid phases as following:
where n is mole number, L, H and G stand for the liquid, hydrate and gas phases, respectively. 8 The hydrate density was then calculated based on the mass of converted water plus mass of encaged guest molecules divided per volume of hydrate.
Experimental and instrumental uncertainties and assumptions
Determining uncertainties in any experimental procedures is essential. In this section, a brief description of sampling influence as well as errors is presented. The different resources of instrumental errors as well as their calculations were explained in details in our previous works [34, 35, 38] . Standard uncertainties of all measured and derived quantities have been provided in Table 3 and the footnote of each table.
As aforementioned, each experiment of slow crystallization process takes about 60 days (for quick crystallization process is about 25 days). Hence, it is not practical to investigate the reproducibility of each mixture and procedure. Nonetheless, we replicated two experiments under the same conditions on CH 4 /C 3 H 8 mixture in order to assess the quality of experimental data. The results showed that, at a desired temperature, the pressure difference was less than 0.2 bar. The discrepancy in guest composition in gas and hydrate phases were about 0.006 and 0.008 mole fraction, respectively. Thus, it could be an evidence to ascertain the quality of experimental data produced during the experimentation.
The amount of gas samples were only about a few µm 3 , so can be ignored. At each equilibrium state, about 1-2 mL of solution was sampled. Hence, the amount of solution inside the reactor was actualized at each step according to the mass of water and lithium samples taken.
Moreover, as the hydrate volume and composition were obtained by changes in lithium concentrations, it seems obvious that larger amounts of hydrate lead to more accurate calculations. As a result, mass balance calculations sometimes fail near the total dissociation point. Indeed, when calculating with very small amounts of hydrates, close to zero, measurement uncertainties can lead to a negative mass for the hydrate. On the other hand, at the final state of equilibrium, the results are precise and reliable. 
Thermodynamic model
Among the different methods of modeling phase equilibria of gas hydrates [39] [40] [41] [42] [43] , the thermodynamic model of van der Waals and Platteeuw was coupled with Kihara interaction potential in the present study. Given the fact that the assumptions in the model are restrictive, but it could works for many cases to predict phase behavior of clathrate hydrates [44] .
This method considers a hypothetical phase, called β, which corresponds to the empty cavities hydrate. Hence, thermodynamic equilibrium of gas hydrates is defined by the equality of difference between chemical potential of water in liquid and β phase (∆ − ) and the difference between chemical potential of water in hydrate phase and β phase (∆ − ):
The left hand side of the equation 8 
In this equation, T 0 =273.15K and P 0 =0 bar are the reference temperature and pressure.
is the mole fraction of water in liquid phase. The other parameters and their values are in Table 4 . The right hand side of equation 8 can be expressed from statistical thermodynamics, based on the occupancy factor of molecule j in cavity i ( ). To obtain the occupancy factor, requires calculating the fugacity of component j (fj), and Langmuir constant of component j in cavity i ( ). The latter describes the potential interaction between the guest molecules and surrounding water molecules. can be stated by a spherical symmetrical potential (equation 13). w(r) is the interaction potential between the guest molecule and the cavity based on the distance between the gas and water molecules in the structure (r). There are several models employed to calculate this parameter. However, Mc Koy and Sinanoglu recommended that Kihara potentials are a more precise approach to model w(r) [46] . The whole procedure is presented in Figure 3 . All the thermodynamic modelling section has been implemented in our in-house software, GasHyDyn, which aids to predict hydrate composition as well as equilibrium pressure.
Any deviation errors of the thermodynamic model used from the experimental results for hydrate pressure and composition is evaluated by equations 16 and 17, respectively.
where i is equilibrium point, N stands for the total number of equilibrium points, P indicates pressure, x is guest composition in hydrate phase, exp and pre are experimental and predicted data. AADp and AADc indicate average absolute deviation for pressure and composition, respectively.
Kihara potential
In equation 14, corresponds to the maximum attractive potential and as to the Kihara parameters and a:
is the distance from the center of cavity at maximum attractive potential and a the hard-core radius. Kihara parameters for each guest molecules are unique and they do not depend on the type of cavity. They are fitting parameters and are generally determined from hydrate equilibrium data for pure components. Table 3 presents the Kihara parameters for the gas molecules used in this study, based on the previous works. 
Comments on the modeling
In equation 14, z is the total number of water molecules per cavity (coordination number) and R the free cavity radius. Their values were already measured by x-ray diffraction and informed by Sloan and Koh [1] . It should be noted that, the values of z and R do never change according to the type of guest molecules. Furthermore, the model supposes that there is only one guest molecule at each cavity and the guest molecules do not deform the cavities. The guest-guest interaction has been also neglected. In addition, it was assumed that the internal motion function of the guest molecules in the cavities is similar to an ideal gas. This means that the guest enclathration has no significant impacts on vibrational or electronic energies [1] .
Moreover, several assumptions have been taken into account for the Langmuir adsorption analogy. First, the enclathration of guest molecules takes place at separate cavities on the crystal unit cell. Secondly, the energy of enclathration does not depend on the presence of the other molecules. Finally, the dissociation rate is only governed by the amount of guest molecules in the crystal unit cell [1] .
Results and discussion
Initial conditions
As aforementioned, hydrate volume and composition were ignored by the researchers due to measurements difficulties. Therefore, there are few studies in the literature about these important parameters. In the present article, several mixed gas hydrates from CO 2 -CH 4 -C 2 H 6 -C 3 H 8 -nC 4 H 10 have been studied involving equilibrium temperature and pressure, guest composition in all phases (gas, liquid and hydrate), hydrate volume, water conversion, hydrate density, hydration number and storage capacity. Furthermore, this work includes not only the investigation at final state, but also during the crystallization at non-equilibrium conditions as well. Additionally, the influence of the crystallization rate has been evaluated. Table 6 presents the initial conditions of the experiments. As seen in the table, for all the mixtures, the initial conditions of quick and slow procedures were approximately similar. 
Pressure and temperature evolution during the slow and quick crystallizations
A detailed analysis of the two experimental procedures will be presented now. Figure 4 illustrates the changes of temperature and pressure during the quick crystallization for ethane-butane mixture. The experiment was started at initial point (A). The solution was then rapidly cooled down near 1°C and after a while (depending on the gas mixture), crystallization started (B). Due to hydrate formation, the pressure decreased. We waited until the end of crystallization, point C (where there were no longer changes in temperature and pressure for 48 hours). Once gas hydrate formation was completed, the temperature was increased incrementally and every two days, gas and liquid samples were taken for analysis. The dissociation process was repeated until the 13 dissociation curve meets the cooling line (D). Then, the amount of sampled water was then reinjected into the reactor. Temperature was reset to have the same initial conditions. Figure 5 shows temperature-pressure evolution during the slow crystallization procedure for ethane-butane mixture. As seen in this figure, the process was started with the same initial conditions as quick crystallization (A). But in this procedure, the temperature was decreased in a slow stepwise manner to negate the influence of kinetics as much as possible. This procedure is closer to the steady state processes. B was the first vapor-liquid-hydrate equilibrium point. The temperature was then decreased step by step until the end of crystallization (C). Several gas and liquid samples were taken for analysis. These two procedures were performed for all the mentioned mixtures. The results are provided in the following sections. Table 7 and Table 8 present experimental results including temperature, pressure and guest composition in gas, liquid and hydrate phases and gas solubility in liquid phase for all the mixtures according to the different rates of crystallization. These tables provide several remarkable results. Firstly, for a desired temperature, the equilibrium pressure at final state was different according to the rate of crystallization. For instance, for CO 2 -C 3 H 8 mixture, at final state (1.8°C), the equilibrium pressures for quick and slow processes were notably 16.4 and 14.3 bar, respectively. Figure 6 illustrates temperature-pressure diagram of all the mixtures for both crystallization procedures. However, in the case of mixtures involving butane, the final pressure was almost equal. For example for ternary mixture of CH 4 -C 2 H 6 -C 4 H 10 , the pressures at final state for quick and slow at 1.7°C were 17.8 and 18.2 bar. Secondly, guest distribution in hydrate phase differed as the rate of crystallization changed. Additionally, the composition of heavier hydrocarbons in hydrate phase was significantly higher than in the gas phase. Finally, the composition of propane and butane in hydrate phase decreased from the first vapor-liquid-hydrate equilibrium point to the final state in both crystallization mechanisms. As an illustration, the butane composition in C 2 H 6 -C 4 H 10 mixture at the first VLH equilibrium for quick process was 0.063 mole fraction, but at the final state, it changed to 0.033 mole fraction. This demonstrates that the enclathration of heavier molecules at the start of crystallization plays more important role than near the final state. Table 9 shows the experimental results including hydrate volume and density, water conversion, hydration number and storage capacity for all the mixed gas hydrates comparing quick and slow crystallization rates. The table shows that for a mixed gas hydrate, water conversion at slow crystallization was generally lower than in the quick crystallization rate at final state. This means that less hydrate crystals formed and more occupation of cavities occurred. Storage cavity defines as the volume of the gas in hydrate phase at standard conditions per volume of hydrate. Experimental results showed that storage capacity and hydration number for mixed gas hydrates were also different according the rate of crystallization. In all cases, more storage capacity occurred at slow crystallization. For instance, the storage capacity of CO 2 -C 2 H 6 -C 3 H 8 hydrates at final state (0.1°C), for slow crystallization was 142.2 V/V compare to 95.5 V/V for quick crystallization. This may prove significant when storing natural gas for transportation use. In addition note that the hydration numbers at final state for slow and quick crystallization were 6.9 and 10.3, respectively.
Experimental results
Although for hydrocarbon mixtures, the hydrate density was similar for both crystallization rates, for the mixtures that included carbon dioxide the difference was considerable (for example, hydrate density of CO 2 -C 3 H 8 mixture at final state for quick and slow was 1.09 and 1.40 g/cm 3 , 19 respectively). At slow crystallization for this mixture, the hydrate volume was significantly lower than quick crystallization (105 cm 3 at slow compared to 172 cm 3 for quick at 1.8°C). Moreover, the hydration number at slow crystallization was about two times less than quick crystallization. This means that more guest molecules were encased in hydrate phase. Hence, the hydrate densities at slow crystallization for CO 2 -C 3 H 8 were much larger than quick crystallization.
One of the most important observations regarding to the hydrate properties in Table 9 , is the hydrate volume findings. At slow crystallization procedure for all the mixtures, the hydrate volume and water conversion were noticeably lower than at quick crystallization. Figure 7 presents clearly the difference in hydrate volume according to the rate of crystallization. These outcomes explain the effect of kinetics on hydrate formation, crystallization and properties. This is to say that the enclathration and distribution of guest molecules in hydrate phase as well as their selectivity intensely depend on the driving force of crystallization. Moreover, the difference in final pressure highlights the nagging question about the thermodynamic equilibrium. Is it certain that the thermodynamic equilibrium has been reached? The results of thermodynamic model in the following section clarify some crucial indications on how to better understand the kinetic effects on equilibrium state of mixed hydrates.
Modeling results
21
Results of thermodynamic model to predict equilibrium pressure (temperature) as well as guest composition in hydrate phase are presented here. Table 10 shows modeling results including hydrate pressure and composition, not only for the final state of equilibrium, but also during the crystallization process. It should be noted that simulation results for both structures I and II are presented in the following table. Table 7 . a The thermodynamic model did not converge for the condition. b Q and S correspond to quick and slow, respectively.
As seen in Table 10 for binary mixtures, in the case of CO 2 -C 3 H 8 , the results of thermodynamic model had a better accordance with the experimental data from slow crystallization for equilibrium pressure (12.3% for slow compare to 15.5% for quick). This is more obvious for hydrate composition. The average absolute deviation for hydrate composition for slow process is about 0.08, whilst near 0.14 for quick crystallization. However for binary mixtures including C 4 H 10 , the thermodynamic model almost failed to predict hydrate pressure and composition. It could be due to the Kihara parameters of butane. Ideally, a wide range of pure equilibrium data for each guest molecule is required to optimize Kihara parameters. Butane does not form hydrates by itself. Nevertheless in the presence of other hydrate formers, it can enter into the cavities. As a result, the Kihara parameters for butane are quite complicated to obtain. Secondly, for binary mixtures involving butane, the kinetic effects might have a significant influence on hydrate formation (regardless to the rate of crystallization); hence the results of experiments and thermodynamic model diverge considerably.
For ternary mixtures, the modeling results show that both mixtures formed structure II. Furthermore, thermodynamic model agreed well with the experimental results of slow crystallization (average deviation of 3.1% and 5.5% for CO 2 -C 2 H 6 -C 3 H 8 and CH 4 -C 2 H 6 -nC 4 H 10 , respectively). However, the guest composition in hydrate phase for both crystallization rates was not well simulated, indicating the kinetic effects are considerable. 23 The thermodynamic model predicts relatively well the hydrate formation pressure (average deviation: 8%) and guest composition in hydrate phase (except ethane) for mixed CH 4 -C 2 H 6 -C 3 H 8 -nC 4 H 10 hydrates.
These clarifications reveal some surprising consequences. The experimental results of slow crystallization process seemed to be closer to thermodynamic equilibrium (unlike the thermodynamic model). This suggests that the hydrate formation would be at thermodynamic equilibrium, if the kinetic effects could be circumvented as much as possible. Furthermore, the hydrate crystals at slow crystallization might be more homogeneous than quick crystallization process. Finally, the impact of kinetic considerations in both crystallization processes could not be ignored. Therefore, the hydrate formation of gas mixtures is clearly occurs at non-equilibrium conditions.
Conclusion
Gas hydrates from CO 2 -CH 4 -C 2 H 6 -C 3 H 8 -nC 4 H 10 gas mixtures were studied. The aim was to measure hydrate phase properties such as hydrate composition, density and volume, storage capacity and water conversion. These were measured at equilibrium state (final state) as well as during the crystallization at non-equilibrium conditions. In addition, two different rates of crystallization applied to investigate the influence of kinetics on hydrate crystallization. Finally, the experimental results were compared to the thermodynamic model of van der Waals and Platteeuw using Kihara parameters to evaluate the kinetic effects on thermodynamic equilibrium.
One of the most noteworthy observations in our experimental data was that the hydrate volume at slow crystallization (case closer to steady-state process) was noticeably less than at quick crystallization. This concept should help to regulate more realistically the amount of kinetic inhibitors (KHI) or anti-agglomerants (AA) to use in flow-assurance issues potentially saving countless dollars in the current energy industry. Furthermore, the storage capacity at slow crystallization was greater than quick crystallization. This information could be essential for increased storage of gas hydrates especially pertinent in transportation use etc. Moreover, based on the data obtained, we suggest that the pressure and guest distribution in hydrate phase at final state is significantly influenced by the crystallization speed as opposed to what was previously understood.
In addition, the results of the thermodynamic model showed that for both crystallization methods, the kinetic effects had a non-negligible impact on the thermodynamic equilibrium of mixed gas hydrates. However, the results of thermodynamic model agreed better with the experimental data from slow crystallization for hydrate pressure and composition. This means that hydrate formation at slow crystallization is closer to thermodynamic equilibrium.
Finally, the authors suggest that in all applications of mixed clathrate hydrates where the thermodynamic equilibrium is taken into account, the kinetic effects could be a vital key to redesign the approach to have more accurate and realistic data. 24 
